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Washington Post Staff Writer 

Special Watergate Prose- 
cutor Leon Jaworski had 
been proceeding with 
“broad and detailed” investi- 
gations of alleged criminal 
involvement by former Pres- 
ident Richard M. Nixon over 
a five-year period until the 
former chief executive re- 
ceived a total pardon from 
federal prosecution yester- 
day. 

'fbe investigations of 
causes ranging from cam- 
paign financing to tax fraud 
were in various stages^of 
completion, according to 
well-informed sources, with 
the most advanced being the 
probe of Mr. Nixon’s alleged 
role in the Watergate cover- 
up. 

One well-informed source, 
who had been in direct con- 
tact in the past with mem- 
bers of the original Water- 
gate grand jury investigat- 
ing the cover-up, said yester- 
day that he believed the for- 
mer President “almost cer- 
tainly” faced indictihent 
from that grand jury al- 
though Jaworski himself 
had not yet decided whether 
to seek any charges from 
them. 

Conceivably, the grand jury 
still could attempt to file 
charges against Mr. Nixon 
without Jawor ski’s approval 
by presenting its evidence di- 
rectly to U.S. District Judge 
John J. Sirica. However, legal 
experts said such charges 
would not be legally binding 
if they had not been approved 
by prosecutors. 

The federal Watergate 
grand jury reportedly had 
been eager to indict the for- 
mer President or charges in 
ike Watergate cover-up last 
Spring, but were informed 



by Jaworski’s staff at that 
time that the indictment of 
an incumbent President 
might not be legally possi- 
ble. 

Instead, the grand jury 
voted 19 to 0 to name him as 
an unindicted coconspirator 
in the criminal cover-up for 
which seven former Nixon 
aides were indicted. 

The original Watergate 
grand jury has been con- * 
cerned solely with Nixon’s 
alleged role in the cover-up, 
while other federal Water- 
gate grand juries tiere have 
at various times been inves- 
tigating the President’s al- 
leged misuse of governmen- 
tal agencies, illegal wiretap- 
ping, acceptance of cam- 
paign contributions from 
the dairy industry, his con- 
troversial personal finances 
and his tax statements, ac- 
cording to informed sources. 

One source close to both 
the Ford and Nixon adminis- 
trations said Jaworski’s in- 
vestigation was broad and 
detailed, apparently because 
Jaworski wanted to protect 
himself against possible 
charges of political vindic- 
tiveness by focusing purely 
on the Watergate cover-up. 

Jaworski wanted to be 
able to show evidence of a 
larger pattern of criminal 
involvement of the former 
President before making 
any final decision on 
whether or not to seek in- 
dictments, that source said. 

However, several sources 
made it clear that Nixon’s 
main potential legal prob- 
lem at this point was his al- 
leged role in the Watergate 
cover-up. His former aides 
are scheduled to go to trial 
on Sept. 30 in that case, and 
it Is expected that their law- 
yers would continue to pres- 
sure Jaworski’s office for 
some indication of a prose- 
cutorial decision on what 



Nixon’s role was in the same 
conspiracy. 

One lawyer familiar with 
the Watergate investigation 
said that Mr. Nixon basi- 
cally “stood in the same 
shoes” as former White 
House counsel John W. 
Dean III, who has pleaded 
guilty to conspiracy to . ob- 
struct justice in the cover- 
up, and former aides John 
D. Ehriichman and H.R. 
(Bob) Ilaldeman. 

According to a tape of a 
June 23, 1972, conversation 
between Mr. Nixon . and 
Haldeman, Mr. Nixon per- 
sonally ordered a cover-up 
of the facts of the • Water- 
gate break-in within six days 
after it occurred. Those 
tapes completely under- 
mined the President’s previ- 
ous insistence that he was 



uninvolved in the cover-up, 
and three days later forced 
his resignation. 

Even before those tapes 
were made public, however, 
the original Watergate 
grand jury had named Mr. 
Nixon as an unindicted co- 
conspirator in the cover-up. 
That actions apparently 
came largely on the basis of 
a March 21, 1973, taped con- 
versation between Mr. 
Nixon and Dean in which 
the then-President on his 
own initiative discussed ac- 
commodating blackmail de- 
mands by break-in defend- 
ants at least six times with- 
out once suggesting that 
paying the men for their si- 
lence would be wrong. 

The evidence gathered 
against the former Presi- 
dent not only includes the 
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tapes, but guilty pleas and 
pledges of full cooperation 
by at least four other mem- 
bers of the same alleged 
conspiracy, legal sources 
pointed out. They said that 
is an “comfortably high” 
number of convicted cocon- 
spirators to be available as 
witnesses aginst any defend- 
ant, even without any taped 
evidence. 

The six former While 
House and campaign aides 
facing trial are all charged 
with conspiracy and obstruc- 
tion of justice C rrgos 
against far n- r White House 
counsel Charles W Colson 
in this ciio woie dr^vd 
when he pleaded guilty n. a 
another Watergate case to 
obstructing justice y de- 
faming Pentagon Papers c - 
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defendant Daniel Elisbcrg. 

President Ford’s pa^drri 
of Mr. Nixon blocks any fu- 
ture prosecution o: him :n 
the cover-up case* and is 
likely to end that pr^be 
since the acts were commit 
ted here and the unique fed- 
eral-state status of the Dis- 
trict. of Columbia leo no 
other agency to prosecute 
such a case. 

Other investigations, such 
as one of Mr. Nixon’s state 
tax returns in California 
for example, conceivably 
could be started by state 
prosecutors, according to le- 
gal experts, because the par- 
don covers only federal 
prosecutions. 

In addition to the Water- 
gate break-in and cover-up, 
the pardon also immunized 



Mr. Nixon from any future 
federal prosecution in a va- 
riety of other areas. These 
could include allegations 
concerning: 

• Bribery and obstruction 
of justice in connection with 
the break-in two years ago 
at the offices of Dr. Lewis 
Fielding, the psychiatrist for 
Daniel Ellsberg, the man 
who leaked the Pentagon 
Papers. The possibility of 
California state charges in 
the case remains open. 

• Misuse of government 
agencies, defrauding the 
United States, in connec- 
tion with efforts to use the 
Internal Revenue Service 
and other federal agencies 
to harass White House 
“enemies.” 

• Tax fraud, relating to 
Mr. Nixon’s agreement to 
pay $432,000 in back taxes 
for 1969-1972 after being 
cited for the underpayment 
by both the IRS and the 
Congressional Joint Com 
mittee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation. The extra taxes 
were imposed after the IRS 
(which had originally al- 
lowed the deduction) re- 
jected in Nixon’s claim of a 
$482,012 charitable deduc- 
tion for the donation of his 
vice presidential papers to 
the National Archives. 



• Illegal use of federal 
funds for improvements to 
Mr. Nixon’s San Clemente, 
Calif., and Key Biscayne, 
Fla., properties. The Jo ; nt 
Committee -on Internal Rev- 
enue Taxation last April 
concluded that Nixon real- 
ized more than $92,000 in 
taxable income from im- 
provements on his property. 
Nixon agreed at that time to 
pay the taxes on the im- 
provements. 

& Misappropriation of 
campaign funds for personal 
use by Mr. Nixon and Irs 
close friends, Charles G‘. 
(Bebe) Rebozo. 




• Bribery and extortion in 
connection with the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture’s deci- 
sion to raise milk price sup- 
ports in early 1971 in return 
for campaign contributions 
from the Associated Milk 
Producers, Inc. 

• Bribery in connection 
with an ITT pledge to the 
1972 Republican National 
Convention and a lenient 
ruling on an ITT antitrust 
matter by the Justice De- 
partment. 

• The authorization by 
Mr. Nixon between 1969 and 
1971 of a program of wire- 
taps of 17 persons, including 
members of the National Se- 
curity Council, governmen- 
tal employees and newsmen. 

• Approval by Mr. Nixon 
of the so-called “Huston 
plan” wlrch called for ille- 
gal break-ins and intercep- 
tion of mail, as well as elec- 
tronic surveillance and 
other intelligence techni- 
ques, to be used against or- 
ganizations deemed . radical 
or leftist by the White 
House. Mr. Nixon has ac- 
knowledged aoprowng the 
plan, but sa T ’d it was in oper- 
ation for only five days. 

If any illegal break-ins ac- 
tually were carried out as a 
result of th : s plan, Mr. 
Nixon possibly could be sub- 
jected to criminal charges in 
the state in which the break- 
in occurred. 

Had he been indicted, 
tried and convicted of some 
of the federal crimes in- 
volved in. the allegations 
against him, Mr. Nixon con- 
ceivably could have faced 
up to dozens of years in 
prison and tens of thousands 
of dollars in fines. For ex- 
ample, obstruction of justice 
carries up to five years in 
prison and a $5,000 fine. Ex- 
tortion-carries up to tnree 
years in prison and a $5,000 
fine. 



